Vielsen Transportation Group Ltd., 



United States Department of Justice, 



Civil Action No. 06-0474 (RJL) 



D ECLARATION OF ANN IF* wgjMgjg 



I, ANN LEA RICHARDS, do hereby declare; 
1- I am the Chief of the Freedom of Information Act ("FOIA") Unit of the Antitrust 

posioon in Apr.1 I995.V In my capacity u chj< , am ^^ for ^ ^^ of ^^ 
subm.ttedto.hedefenaantpursuanttotheFOIA.SU.S.C. S552. lam also re, 



^^^ZfTo^Tzz^^r^"^^^^^^^ 



J" GOVERNMENT 1 
IJT | 



from plaintiff Stolt-Nielsen Transportation Group Ltd. (Stolt-Ni 



The Division's Corporate Leniency Program; 
Background - Open Grand Jury Investigatior 
Plaintiff's Twelve FOIA Requests; 
Records Processing; 



'S INVESTIGATIVE PE 



, I use "Stolt-Nielsen" to refer to the plaintiff Stolt-Nielsen Transportation 
n "SNTG" in reference to the conditional amnesty agreement, discussed 
ed into by the Antitrust Division and Stolt-Nielsen Transportation Group 



Division, which occurred with regard to plaintiff, a grand jury 
jury investigation of and litigation related to the plaintiff is des 
B. THE DIVISION'S CORPORATE LENIENCY 



United States Department of Justice, 



conviction thereof, shall be punished by fine not exceeding $ 100,000,000 if a corporatk 
in the discretion of the court." (Eff. 6/22/04) For offenses committed during the p 






employees.-/ The leniency, or ami 



informants [and] [therefore, ... will not publicly disclose the 
identity of an amnesty applicant, absent prior disclosure by the 
applicant, unless required to do so by court order in connection 



losed, confidential informants pursuant to 
1 maintain an interest in keeping their idem 
ion they disclose confidential due to fear o 
■mer conspirators they implicated and dam 



http://www.usdoj .gov/atr/public/speeches/1 626.hti 



C. BACKGROUND -OPEN GRAND JURY INVESTIGATION AND 



that plaintiff had engaged in illegal antitrust activities. The Chief of the Division's Philadelphia 



shipping grand jury investigation. As noted in the Hammond declara 

SNTG's conditional leniency, as allowed under the conditional leniei 
SNTG's violations of the conditions of the agreement requiring pron 



an injunction against an indictment. The District Court entered judgment 



Third Circuit Court of Appeals reversed the District Court's opinion granting an i 
holding that "the District Court lacked the extraordinary remedy of enjoining the 
indictment[] of Stolt-Nielsen." 12 / Currently the grand jury investigation of Stolt-I 

D. THE TWELVE FOIA REQUESTS 

8. Between June 3, 2005 and January 26, 2006, while both the grand jury in\ 

plaintiffand the parcel tanker industry and the related leniency litigii i>.-n : 



(Exhibit G)^/ sought: 



^1 Stolt-Nielsen, S.A. v. United States, 352 F. Supp. 2d 553, 562 (E.D. Pa. 2 
&l Stolt-Nielsen, S.A. v. United States, 442 F.3d 177, 187 (3d Cir. 2006). 
*V Stolt-Nielsen,S.A.v.UmtedStates,U2F.3<lm(3dCiT.2006),petiticmf< 
WL 2055474 (U.S. July 20, 2006) (No. 06-97). On August 21, 2006 the Supr< 
Stolt-Nielsen's application to recall and stay the Third Circuit's mandate for vacal 
previously issued by the district court. Stott-Nieh 



/courtorders/082106pzr.t 



ies In Support Of Defendant's ] 



[A]ny and all internal memoranda or 

SNTG's application to, and participat 
Amnesty Program. 

Second Request. ATFY05-072. Plaintiffs » 

)5, ATFY05-072 (Exhibit H) requested: 

the] Director of Criminal Enforcemer 



n Meeting, on March 30 - April 1, 
all 2005 Competition Law and Poli 
la on May 6, 2005; and (4) Any oth 



article that were prepared by any Antitn 
whether located in Washington, D.C. oi 
Philadelphia Field Office. 



Third Request. ATFY05-080 . On June 13, 2005 
' (Exhibit I), in which plaintiff requested: 



[A]nyandalldoc 






le parcel tanker industry in November 2002, 


including but not 




relating to the folj 


iowing: (1) The article, ' Stolt-Niehen Is Probed For 


Traffic With Iran, 


published in the H J . . (2)T1 


request to open at 


l investigation by the Philadelphia Field Office of 




. . 



related to the antitrust investigation into the parcel tanker industry, 
particularly relating to the article by Mr. Walden and Mr. Dawes.***/ 

***/ Jim Walden and Kristopher Dawes, The Curious Case ofStolt- 
Nielsen v. United States, The Antitrust Source (March 2005). 

1. The following month, on September 20, 2005, the plain 

=Y05-131(Exhibit L), which sought: 



er industry regarding SNTG or the investigation into the 





arts. One 


request received that day, ATFYO6-O03 (Exhibit M), sought: 

[A]ny and all documents that reflect, memorialize, embody ( 
communications regarding the investigation into the parcel t 
industry, to or from. (1) David S. Golub; (2) Jonathan M. U 
James M. Griffin, following his departure from the Antitrust 
December 2004; and (4) Donald I. Baker, the author of a Sej 
2005 article in the Legal Times entitled True Confessions. 

l Reauest. ATFY06-002. The other request filed on October 1 


(Exhibit N), sought: 

[A]nyan 


d all amnesty agreements entered into by the Antitr 



[C]opies 


of speeches, sp 


ieech outlines, audio or \ 


ideo recordings of 


speeches 




o tapes, video tapes, CD 










participant at a speech, i 










y speeches (collectively 
















: Amnesty Program, t 


























Pennsylv 


ania and the appeal to the Third Circuit 




investiga 




}(the "SNTG matters"). 


In particular, SNTG 



ite of SNTG's r. 

ty on September 14, 2005, and (b) in Brussels, Belg 
005; and (2) Any public speeches and speech-relate 
ting to speeches given by any other Antitrust Divisi* 



quest, ATFY06-026 (Exhibit P), seeking: 






speeches by any Antitrust Divfsion off 


icial, which discuss 


in any way 


SNTG, SNTG's status in the Division- 










amnesty from SNTG, and/or the Antitrust Division's litigi 




SNTG over SNTG's amnesty status in 






Pennsylvania and the appeal to the U.£ 


!. Court of Appeals 










officials of the Antitrust Division to the participants in the 




Competition Network ("ICN"). Then 






to: 1. Presentations, speeches and dis< 


jussions ("speeches 


:"), including 



recordings of speeches including audio tapes, video tap 

(collectively "speeches and speech-related materials") I 
by any Antitrust Division officials or any other ICN mi 

SNTG matters; and 3. Any documents within the poss 
Eleventh Request. ATFY06-038. On January 24, 2006 the del 



participant at a speech, eir 



es relating to the SNTG matters bj 
int Attorney General and Director • 
iber 9, 2005 (the date of SNTG's p 



in Washington, D.C. on November 16, 2005; and 



speeches given by any other Antitrust Division offu 
SNTG matters, including but not limited to Lisa Pb 
Chief, National Crime Enforcement Division), fton 



st ATFY06-040. On January 26, 2006, plain 



or (iii) Gary W. Dunn.-/ 
RECORDS PI 



21. As is done with all FOIA requests, plaintiffs requests were assigned to one of the paralegal 
specialists in the Unit. Wayne Foster is a paralegal specialist who has processed FOIA requests in I 
Division's FOIA Unit for nine years. All of the requests were assigned to him as they were receive! 
He began his search for responsive documents by searching the Division's computerized records 
index which contains information about each matter currently or formerly under investigation. The 

The index revealed an open investigation and litigation relating to the plaintiff that was assigned to 
the Philadelphia Field Office. Mr. Foster, accordingly, contacted that office, asking its Chief, Robe 
Connolly, to search for the records responsive to plaintiffs first two ret 



ial requested, locating a small number of responsive documents. Each time the defendant 
•ed another request from plaintiff, Mr. Foster contacted Mr. Connolly's and Mr. Hammond's 
s to have their offices search for documents responsive to the most recent requests]. The 
lelphia Field Office conducted, in all, ten separate searches for responsive infomv *n i tin* 

ion's Assistant Attorney General's and its Deputy Assistant Attorney General's offices, its 



additional requests on October 14, 2005, 



those that were not. That accomplished, he re-reviewed each page to determine its public availability 



:sponse to plaintiff's first five requests, (Exhibits G through K), on September 13, 2005, 
sleased 280 pages of documents, some of which were redacted. Additional documents 
; ld in full. See production letter dated Sept. 13, 2005 (Exhibit S). 

its September 13, 2005 response, producing, in 
72 (Exhibit H) and ATFY05-1 13 (Exhibit K) that 
iad been redacted. See production letter dated Jan.31, 2006 (Exhibit T). OnMarch28, 
2006 (Exhibit U), defendant again supplemented its September 13, 2005 response to plaintiffs 
requests that were submitted in fiscal year 2005, producing in response to ATFY05-072 (Exhibit H) 



released documents, some of which were redacted, were also responsive to ATFY05-1 3 1 {Exhibit L). 
25. On April 27, 2006, defendant responded to all of plaintiff s fiscal year 2006 requests, 
producing a total of 261 pages of documents, some of which were redacted, and withheld in full 1,232 
pages. See production letters dated April 27, 2006 (Exhibits V - AA). Specifically, with respect to 

responsive documents, some of which were redacted, and withheld 151 pages in their entirety. With 
respect to plaintiffs eighth request, ATFY06-002 (Exhibit N), defendant produced to plaintiff 14 



d 33 pages in their entirety. With respect to plaintiffs tt 



38 (Exhibit Q), defendant produced to plaim 
respect to plaintiffs twelfth request A1 



: "Any reasonably segregable portion of a record shall be provio 



1 22, Mr. Foster reviewed eat 



F. THE FAUGHNTNDEXBS 

withheld in full, and those released in redacted form. Each document on the Vaughn indexes is 
described by the following: Bates numbers, date, authors), recipients), type or style of documents, 
exemption(s) used, and the FOIA requests) to which the document responds and a statement of 
justification for the application of each exemption. The first index, the 2005 Vaughn index (Dk. U 1 6) 
styled Civil Action No. 05cv2217 (RJL), describes the documents responsive to plaintiffs first six 
FOIA requests: ATFY05-071; ATFY05-072; ATFY05-080; ATFY05-088; ATFY05-113; and 
ATFY05-131 (Exhibits G through L). The second index, the 2006 Vaughn index, styled Civil Action 
No. 06cv0474 (RJL), describes the documents responsive to plaintiffs FY 2006 FOIA requests: 
ATFY06-002; ATFY06-003; ATFY06-019; ATFY06-026; ATFY06-038; and ATFY06-040 (Exhibits 



% After filing the original 2006 Vaughn index (Dk. # 22) on July 7, 2006, defendant discovered 
that 956 pages of documents responsive to the ATFY06 FOIA requests had been gi en the si n 
Bates numbers as documents responsive to the 2005 FOIA requests, the Vaughn index for which was 
filed on June 2, 2006. Defendant corrected the misnumbered pages responsive to the 2006 FOIA 

exemptions on two documents on the 2006 Vaughn that were inadvertently listed under the attorney- 
client privilege instead of the attorney work product doctrine; added 5 U.S.C. § 552(b)(2) 
exemptionstoallwithheldamnestyagreementsonthe2006l'a!<g/mandtoconfidentiah.. i tigati • 

U.S.C. § 552(b)(5) exemption for the efficient operations of government privilege to the 
investigative consultations with foreign governments on both the 2005 and 2006 Vaughns; and made 
other harmonizing edits on the 2005 and 2006 Vaughns. Defendant is filing the Amended 2005 and 
2006 Vaughns with defendant's Memorandum of Points and Authorities in Support of Defendant's 



M through R). The Bates numbers in the FY2005 Vaughn index are in numerical order (ATR-1 to 
1561 and ATR-2377 to 3974). s / Because a substantial number of records were responsive to both the 
2005 and 2006 FOIA requests, the Bates numbers in the 2006 Vaughn index are not sequential. In 

2005 FOIA requests and the 2006 FOIA requests on each Vaughn index. For example, document 
ATR-647-650 is listed on pages 68-69 of the 2005 Vaughn and on pages 48-49 of the 2006 Vaughn. 
The documents listed in the Amended 2006 Vaughn are as follows, ATR-: 2012-2376, 84-91, 647- 



m 2.5U.S.C.$5S2(b)(2) 



matters of a relatively trivial nature ... and (2) more substantial internal matters, the disclosure of 
which would risk circumvention of a legal reqmrement.""/ DOJ file numbers redacted from the 

properly withheld from disclosure pursuant to Exemption 2 of the FOIA, 5 U.S.C. § 552(b)(2). Those 

s l ATR-2377-2544 are also responsive to a 2006 request and bear Bates numbers assigned in 



its relating to more substantive internal matters, six 



;s. Amnesty agreements are 



y. Those records an 
(Exhibit B). Likewise, the defenc 



ire due to loss of confidentiality. Hammond decl. tl 18-19 ( Exhibit B). 



ATR-632-634, 635-637, 638-639, 647-650, 663-667, 669-671, 864-867, « 
1561, 2377-2378, 2379-2380, 2381-2383, 2391-2396, 2397, 2398, 2399-2< 



50, 663-667, 669-671, 864-867, 868-870, 872-875, 1542-1561, 2377-2378, 
2391-2396, 2397, 2398, 2399-2400, 2401-2402, 2403, 2404-2405, 2406, 24 



Exem ption 3. 5 U.S.C.S552(by3) 
FOIA Exemption 3 authorizes withholding information that is "s 



ecially enacted by Congress, thereby att 



occurring before the grand jury." Grand jury secrecy is vital to the investigative function of tl 
jury. Releasing information such as the identities of witnesses or jurors, the substance of test] 
or the strategy or direction of the investigation would breach grand jury secrecy, compromisir 

investigations; (c) safeguards the grand jurors and the proceedings from extraneous pressures 
tanker grand jury investigation is on-going, a substantial amount of information responsive to 
disclosure of "matters occurring before the grand jury. Categories of information withheld ir 



rniiig grand jury testimony; pleadings concerning the grand jury filed under seal; the identity 
;ts of the grand jury, documents reflecting the direction of the grand jury; documents discuss 
lentary and/or document subpoenas; official foreign government notifications made pursuan 
d Rule 6(e) orders, and grand jury exhibits from other investigations. The following docum 



50,663-667,669-671,6' 



i's identity could reasonably be 



2203, 2204, 2205, 2206, 2207-2214, 2215-2223, 2224-223 1, 2232, 2233-2235, 2236-2238, 2239- 
2241, 2242-2245, 2249-2250, 2251, 2325-2327, 2328-2331, 2332-2334, 647-650, 663-667, 669-67 
864-867, 868-870, 872-875, 1542-1561, 2397, 2398, 2401-2402, 2403, 2404-2405, 2406, 241 1, 24 

2466-2468, 2469-2471, 2472-2474, 2475-2476, 2477-2479, 2480-2481, 2497-2498, 2499-2500, 
2501-2502, 2504-2505, 2506-2507, 2508-2509, 2510-2511, 2512-2513, 2514-2516, 2517-2519, 
2520-2521, 2522-2524, 2525-2544, 4065-4066, 4067, 4068, 4069-4070, 4071-4072, 4139-4140, 



5 U.S.C. § 552(b)(3) and Fed. R. Crim. P. 6(e). Such documents are "not 'impn 
response to a FOIA request for the information. GTE Syhiania v. Consumers Ur. 
387 (1980); 5 U.S.C. § 552(a)(4)(B). An agency is "required to obey [an] injum 
judicial process. There is nothing in the legislative history [of the FOIA] to sugj 






J7, 669-671, 4137, 4164, and 4166-4167. 

Exemption 5. 5 U.S.C. S 552fb¥5^ 



> a party ... in litigation 



ations of government privilege. Each is discussed separately below. 

The Attorney Work-Product Privilege 

The attorney work-product doctrine applies to memoranda and other documents created 

ney or his or her designee in anticipation of litigation and applies to grand jury proceedings 

;rs the following: trial and grand jury preparation material, including attorneys' selection o? 



r"s thought processes; lists of grand jury witnesses, potential w; 






ATR-60, 61-63, 73-76, 79-80, 209-210, 211-213, 214-215, 281-284, 285-28 



303-305,306-311,312- 


320 


343-346, 348-357, 358-365, 366-374, 375-377, 378, 3 


2-384,385-40 


407-426 429-440 444- 


151 


455-457, 458-460, 462-463, 465-468, 485, 499-500, 5 


8 524-525 5 


527, 528, 538, 540-542 


552 


553, 554-555, 556, 564-565, 566-567, 568-569, 576-5 


77,578-579,. 


581, 582-583, 584-585 


586 


587, 588-589, 591, 592, 593, 594-596, 597-598, 599-6 


00, 601-602, ( 


















736 737 749 750 787 






5 876-878 8 


911,912-915,916,917 






7,978-10,5, 



016-1028, 1029-1042, 1043-10 
107-1115,1116-1117,1118-11 



9,1170,1171-1174,1175-1181,1182 


-1198,1199-1204,12 




5-1247, 1248-1282, 1283-1284, 1285 


1291,1292-1335,133 


6-1344,1346-1349,1352-1353, 


8-1526,1527-1538, 1539-1541, 1542 


1561,2377-2378,237 


9-2380,2381-2383,2391-2396, 


7, 2398, 2399-2400, 2401-2402, 2403 


2404-2405,2406,24 


07, 2408, 2409, 2410, 2412, 2413 


4, 2415-2416, 2417-2418, 2419-2420 


2421-2423,2424-242 


6,2427,2428,2429-2430,2431, 



2432-2438, 2439-2441, 2442-2444, 2445-2447, 2448-2449, 2450-2452, 2453-2454, 2455, 2' 
2457, 2458-2459, 2460-2461, 2462-2463, 2464-2465, 2466-2468, 2469-2471, 2472-2474, 2' 
2476, 2477-2479, 2480-2481, 2482, 2483, 2484, 2485-2486, 2488, 2489-2490, 2491-2492, 2 
2494, 2495-2496, 2497-2498, 2499-2500, 2501-2502, 2503, 2504-2505, 2506-2507, 2508-2: 



Amended 06 Vamrhn 

ATR: 2036-2038, 2039-2040, 2041-2066, 2184, 2185, 2186, 2187, 2188, 2189, 2190, 2191, 2 



.8, 2419-2420, 2421-2423, 2424-2426, 2431, 2432-2438, 2< 



:502, 2503, 2504-2505, 2506-2507, 2508-2509, 2510-251 1 
1520-2521, 4137, 4138, 4141, 4142-4158, 4160-4161, 4162 

4167, 4168, 4170, 4171, 4172, 4173, 4174-4175, 4176-4183, 4184, 418 
The Deliberative Proc ess Privilege 

32. The deliberative process prong of Exemption 5 exempts from di; 

inter or intra-agency, predecisional and makes recommendations or expi 

process. The doctrine is designed to prevent injury to the quality of the 






lusionsoffactbasedi 
oranda containing rec 



-49,52-54,55-58,59-60,61-63 
'9,300-302,303-305,306-311, 



;7, 528, 529-530, 531, 532-533, 534-535, 536-537, 539, 540-542, 



'5, 2207-2214, 2215-2223, 2224-2231, 2336-2338, 23 



2366-2367,2368,23 



2419-2420, 2427, 2428, 2429-2430, 248S, 4137, 4138, 4139-4140, 4159, 4160-4161, 4i 
4166-4167, 4170, 4171, 4173, 4174-4175, 4176-4183, 4184, 4185, 4186, 4187, 4586-45 



;es incorporated into Exemption 



'confidentiality when confidentiality 



on provided in confidential investigative consultations wit) 
Division and foreign officials rely on the confidentiality of 



discussed above in 1 5 and in the Hammond declaration tl 6-1 1 (Exhibit B), the Dr 

domestic and international investigations are willing to self-disclose their cartel offt 
benefits of amnesty so long as their cooperation remains confidential. In addition, ; 
Hammond declaration tl 5, 15-19 (Exhibit B), coordination with and assistance fro 



he investigations at issue, the willingness of foreign gover 



Corporate Leniency program, a very important program thj 
criminal violations of the antitrust law, and the efficient op 



parcel tanker industry are 



ivilege. The following 



iO, 663-667, 669-671, 864-867, 868-870, 872-875, 1542-1561, 2377-23 
91-2396, 2397, 2398, 2399-2400, 2401-2402, 2403, 2404-2405, 2406, : 



-: 4622-4649, 4650-4965 and 4966-4989. 

Tfrernntinn6.5U.S.C.6 552(bV61 



information redacted from the following documents pursuant to Exemption 



••[R]ecords or information [that were] CO 



investigation; the ongoing litigation concerning plaintiff s grant of conditional leniency i 
subsequent removal; and other grand jury investigations involving amnesty recipients. I 

lia Field Office and the Office of the Deputy Assistant Attorney Gi 



Division's Appellate and Foreign Commerce Sections. Exemption 7 subparts (A), (C) and (D) apply to 
records and information withheld in full or redacted from documents responsive to plaintiffs FOIA 

Exem ption 7fA\ 5 TJ.S.C. 8 552(b)(7)(A) 
37. Exemption 7(A) permits withholding records or information compiled for law enforcemenl 
purposes "to the extent that the production of such law enforcement records or information (A) could 
reasonably be expected to interfere with enforcement proceedings." 5 U.S.C. § 552(b)(7)(A). As stated 

Division's current investigation and related litigation and interfere with current and prospective 

;. Exemption 7(A) protects against such interference by the harm likely to 
;tionoflaw 



;ories of records described above in K 36 contains ini 
uct, the direction and scope of the investigation, and 
to the appropriate point in the litigation process in a 






might bring has 



ial defendants insights int 



's strategy and the strength of its position. 

Chilling of Cooperation. The release of docum 



istigation and the willingness of 



icMiments are properiv withheld rn full or released as redacted pui 



365, 366-374, 375-377, 378, 382-384, 462-463, 516-517, 518, 519-520, 521-522, 523, 524-525, 52 
527, 528, 529-530, 531, 532-533, 534-535, 536-537, 539, 543-544, 545-547, 548, 549, 550-551, 5: 
554-555, 557-558, 559, 560-561, 562-563, 564-565, 566-567, 568-569, 575, 576-577, 578-579, 58 



581, 582-583, 584-585, 586, 587, 588-589, 590, 591, 592, 593, 59 


-596,597-598,599-600,601- 






638 639 640 641 642 644 6 
















911, 912-915, 916, 917-922, 923-927, 928-931, 932-940, 941-948 




,0,6- 


1028, 1029-1042, 1043-1044, 1045-1053, 1054-1066, 1067-1080, 




115, 


1116-1117, 1118-1125, 1126-1133, 1134, 1135-1147, 1148-1153, 


154-1163,1166-1169,1170, 


171- 


1174, 1175-1181, 1182-1198, 1199-1204, 1205-1210, 1211-1222, 


223-1234, ,235-1247, ,248- 






2401-2402,2403,2404-2405, 


2406, 



)0, 2501-2502, 2503, 2504-2505, 2506-25C 



2199-2200, 2201-2202, 2203, 2204, 2205, 2206, 2207-2214, 2215-2223, 2; 
2236-2238, 2239-2241, 2242-2245, 2246-2247, 2249-2250, 2251, 2252, 22 
2331, 2343, 2345, 2346, 2352, 2353, 2354-2355, 2356, 2357-2359, 2360, 2 



17,2368,2369-2370,2: 



1542-1561, 2377-2378, 2379-2380, 
2406,2407,2408,2409,2410, 
2424-2426, 2427, 2428, 2429-i 
2450-2452,2453-2454,2455,; 
2469-2471, 2472-2474, 2475-2 



4159,4160-4161,4162-41 
4176-4183,4184,4185,4: 
4432-4585,4622-4649,46 



•6, 647-650, 663-667, « 



16,2397,2398,2399-2400, 



9, 2520-2521, 2522-2524, 2525- 



:),5U.S.C.?552(b)(7XQ 



Hption 7(C)'s privacy protection is particularly applicable in investig 



as criminal violations of the Sherman Act. Accordingly, 
les of persons mentioned in records of this and other 



identity of persons who were interviewed in the 
which such names could be determined.. There 



ire properly withheld in full or relea: ' \ 



I-R-: 209-210, 211-213, 214-215, 281-284, 285-289, 290-299, 300-302, 303-305, 306 
3-346, 348-357, 358-365, 366-374, 382-384, 458-460, 469-471, 494-498, 529-530, 53 
5, 536-537, 539, 543-544, 550-551, 552, 556, 564-565, 566-567, 568-569, 570-574, 5 



728, 729-732, 733-736, 750-787, 788-825, 826-861, 862-863, 864-867, 868-870, 87 

1029-1042, 1043-1044, 1045-1053, 1054-1066, 1067-1080, 1081-1104, 1107-1115, 
1125, 1154-1163, 1171-1174, 1175-1181, 1182-1198, 1199-1204, 1205-1210, 1211 
1235-1247, 1248-1282, 1285-1291, 1292-1335, 1336-1344, 1346-1349, 1508-1526, 
1561, 2377-2378, 2379-2380, 2381-2383, 2391-2396, 2397, 2398, 2399-2400, 2401 
2405, 2406, 2407, 2408, 2409, 2410, 2411, 2412, 2413-2414, 2415-2416, 2417-241 



01-2502, 2512-2513, 2514-2516, 2517-25 



2199-2200, 2201-2202, 2203, 2204, 2205, 2206, 2207-2214, 2215-2223, 2224-2231, 2232, 22 
2236-2238, 2239-2241, 2242-2245, 2246-2247, 2249-2250, 2251, 2252, 2253-2275, 2276-23; 
2327, 2328-2331, 2332-2334, 663-667, 864-867, 868-870, 872-875, 1542-1561, 2377-2378, 2 
2380, 2381-2383, 2391-2396, 2397, 2398, 2399-2400, 2401-2402, 2403, 2404-2405, 2406, 24 
2409, 2410, 2411, 2412, 2413-2414, 2415-2416, 2417-2418, 2419-2420, 2421-2423, 2424-24 
2428, 2432-2438, 2439-2441, 2442-2444, 2445-2447, 2450-2452, 2466-2468, 2469-2471, 24: 
2475-2476, 2477-2479, 2480-2481, 2488, 2497-2498, 2499-2500, 2501-2502, 2514-2516, 25 
4015-4035, 4036-4059, 4062-4064, 4065-4066, 4067, 4068, 4069-4070, 4071-4072, 4073-40' 
4132, 4133-4134, 4135-4136, 4137, 4138, 4139-4140, 4141, 4159, 4160-4161, 4162-4163, 41 
4166-4167, 4168, 4169, 4170, 4171, 4172, 4173, 4174-4175, 4176-4183, 4184, 4185, 4186, 4 
4188, 4189, 4190, 4191-4212, 4213-4279, 4280-4345, 4346-4431, 4432-4585, 4622-4649, 46 
and 4966-4989. 



on 7(D) protects from disclosure "matters that ... are I 
nation . . . (D) could reasonably be expected to disclos 



confidential source." As noted in ffi| 3 and 4 above, the Antitrust Division i 
t of the U.S. Department of Justice and compiled thi 
i parcel tanker industry and in other grand jury inves 



tion of a criminal violation of the Sherman Ac 
-/ Many persons who provide information to 1 



stigma. Thus, many seek explicit assurances of confidentiality before sharing any information. Others 
assume from the circumstances that their identity and any information they impart will be held in 
confidence. Defendant has withheld the identity of persons and information provided by such persons 



ill from disclosure pursuant to Exemption 7(D) of the FOIA. Tl 



ATR-382-384, 539, 570-574, 575, 590, 591, 592, 593, 597-598, 612, 632-634, 635-637, 638-639, 6' 
641, 652-657, 658-662, 663-667, 672-709, 710-723, 724-728, 729-732, 733-736, 750-787, 788-825, 
826-861, 864-867, 872-875, 876-878, 879-91 1, 917-922, 923-927, 928-931, 949-963, 964-977, 978- 
1015, 1016-1028, 1029-1042, 1067-1080, 1171-1174, 1199-1204, 1205-1210, 1211-1222, 1223-123 
1235-1247, 1248-1282, 1336-1344, 1346-1349, 1508-1526, 1539-1541, 1542-1561, 2377-2378, 237 
2380, 2381-2383, 2391-2396, 2397, 2398, 2399-2400, 2401-2402, 2403, 2404-2405, 2406, 2407, 24 

a. 5 U.S.C. §1,18 U.S.C. § 357(d). See n. 3, supra. 



2409, 2410, 2411, 2412, 2419-2420, 2421-2423, 2424-2426, 2427, 2428, 2488, 2545-25 
and 3157-3974. 



2199-2200, 2201-2202, 2203, 2204, 2205, 2206, 2207-2214, 2215-2223, 2224-2231, 2232, 2233-22 
2236-2238, 2239-2241, 2242-2245. 2246-2247, 2249-2250, 2251, 2252, 2253-2275, 2276-2324, 23 



11, 2412, 2419-2420, 2421-2423, 2424-2426, 2427, 2428, 2488, 4015-4035, 4036-4059, 4062-4064, 
i5-4066, 4067, 4071-4072, 4077^132, 4133-4134, 4135-4136, 4137, 4138, 4139-4140, 4141, 4159, 
A, 4165, 4166-4167, 4168, 4169, 4170, 4171, 4172, 4173, 4174-4175, 4176-4183, 4184, 4185, 
16, 4187, 4188, 4189, 4190, 4191-4212, 4213-4279, 4280-4345, 4346-M31, 4432^4585, 4622-4649, 



The foregoing is a complete and accurate description of the processing of the plaintiffs' FOIA 
st as it pertains to the files maintained by the Antitrust Division and the justification for 

I declare under the penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct to the best of my 
ledge and belief. 

Chief, Freedom of Information and Privacy Act Unit 



